. Among his important finds were several hundred day tablets bearing writing in two different, yet very similar, scripts. Evans called the older of the two scripts Linear A and the more recent one Linear B.2 Due to the number of signs, it was assumed by all scholars that both scripts were syllabaries (i.e., non-alphabetic).
A half-century after Evans's excavations, these scripts remained undeciphered. It was the young and brilliant Ventris who changed the picture. He was an architect by training, but he had studied classical languages. Ventris made it his life goal to decipher the Cretan script; he succeeded in the 1950s by solving the Linear B variety and he then was joined in his enterprise by Chadwick, a professional philologian. Ventris and Chadwick concluded that the language of the Linear B material was Greek, not the classical Greek of the Iron Age, but an earlier form from the Late Bronze Age which they called Mycenaean Greek. Their work was welcomed enthusiastically, and it opened major new vistas in the study of the ancient Greek language and culture. Tragically, the young Ventris died in an automobile accident in 1956, but he had accomplished his life goal. Accordingly, the appearance of Documents in Mycenaean Greek in 1956, with a full and detailed analysis of the 4 1 r7A
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Al f l A decipherment, was truly a major event.
Gordon obtained his copy of the Ventris-Chadwick book in December 1956 and immediately set sight on deciphering the Linear A material. In other words, at the culmination of a decade of research on the interconnections between Greece, Ugarit, and Israel, with Crete as the hub, it was Gordon's good fortune now to be stimulated onward by the work of Ventris and Chadwick. Gordon's method, like that of everyone involved in Minoan studies, was to apply the values of the Linear B script to the Linear A material. As noted above, since the scripts are very similar, the values of the former, i.e., the known, could be utilized to elucidate the latter, i.e., the unknown.
Actually, already Ventris and Chadwick realized this was the case. Indeed they had begun to read some words in Linear A, though they realized that these words were not Greek as in Linear B, but belonged to some other language. For example, Ventris and Chadwick noted that five words for different kinds of vessels in Linear A were su-po, ka-ro-pa, pa-pa, su-pa-ra, and pa-ta-qe, all of which are accompanied by pot pictograms.3 They also realized that the word for "total" in Linear A was ku-ro, a fact forthcoming from the repeated use of this word at the end of administrative tablets.
For someone familiar with the Semitic languages, and especially for someone who had worked intensively on Ugaritic for twenty years, the identification of four of these words came rather naturally. Thus it is hardly surprising that Gordon saw in three of the vessel names the equivalents to Ugaritic sp, krpn, and spl, and in ku-ro the equivalent to Semitic kull "all, total" (note that r and I are not distinguished in the Linear A and B scripts, as is also the case to some extent in Egyptian and Eblaite). It was these four words which formed the basis for Gordon's claim that the language of the Linear A tablets was Semitic. The result was a short article in the journal Antiquity (Gordon 1957b) , hailed by its editor O. G. S. Crawford as "'hot news' of a startling new discovery" (Crawford 1957:123 Gordon continued his work on Minoan and soon identified two more words: ga-ba "all" and a-ga-nu "bowl." Because these two words were known from Akkadian, Gordon arrived at the more specific conclusion that Minoan was East Semitic (Gordon 1957a) . Just as Akkadian texts were found far afield in Anatolia, Ugarit, Egypt, and so on, so could "Akkadian" texts be found on Crete, albeit written in a different script, namely that of Linear A. In the meantime, other scholars began to contribute details that Gordon incorporated into his picture. Thus it became clear that ku-ni-su, written with the wheat determinative, was the same as the Akkadian word kunnisu, and that the word for "and" was u, also known from Akkadian.
Gordon continued along the East Semitic path for several years, until he received copies of two books published in 1961: W C. Brice's Inscriptions in the Minoan Linear Script of Class A (1961) and Sidney Davis'The Phaistos Disk and the Eteocretan Inscriptions from Psychro and Praisos (1961) . The first of these volumes was especially important. Until this time Gordon and others had worked from Evans's original publications of Linear A. Brice's work was a great improvement, because it included not only photographs but clear line drawings and valuable indices. In Gordon's words: "The very appearance of Brice's copies was enlivening" (Gordon 1971:163) . More importantly, Brice's volume allowed Gordon to read more of the texts than had been possible previously. Among the new words that Gordon identified were ki-re-ya-tu "city" and re (i.e., le) "to." In addition, he noticed that a pithos from Knossos bore the inscription ya-ne, no doubt the word for its contents "wine." It was these words, and others like them, that led Gordon to realize that he had been off course for the past few years. For these words do not appear in Akkadian, they are strictly West Semitic. Gordon's next important article included all this information and argued strongly for the West Semitic identification of Minoan (Gordon 1962b texts represented a West Semitic language, Gordon began to make sense of the Eteocretan texts as West Semitic as well (Gordon 1962a) . The Eteocretan texts, in fact, are not unlike Phoenician and Punic texts written in Greek and Latin letters (see Gordon 1968) . Gordon synthesized his work on Minoan and Eteocretan in a comprehensive work entitled Evidence for the Minoan Language (1966) . Together, about fifty or so words are identified in these texts, not including various personal names well known from Ugaritic and Hebrew. More significantly, as demonstrated already in some of the earlier articles, entire phrases in Minoan now could be read, and in the case of the Eteocretan texts, entire texts could be read.
Gordon, of course, never views language as a means unto itself, but sees it as the key to understanding culture and to realizing "the big picture" (Gordon 1955b A map of Crete with the location of the various sites at which were found either Minoan or Eteocretan texts.
then settling on the Levantine coast. But other "latter-day Minoans" remained on Crete and continued to use their Semitic language into late antiquity. The Eteocretan tablets date from ca. 500 BCE to ca. 300 BCE, and there is evidence from Nero's time concerning the Semitic language of Crete as well (Gordon 1981) . As the reader is no doubt aware, Gordon's decipherment of Minoan as Semitic created a major controversy. Some scholars were willing to accept the view that Minoan was Semitic. A good example is Armas Salonen (1966) , who incorporated the Minoan evidence into his important book Die Hausgeriite der alten Mesopotamier and classified Minoan as a Semitic language in the index. Another example is Frederik E. L. ten Haaf (1975), who proposed reading Hagia Traida text 11b as a record of commodity distributions to officials with titles such as "r "chief, ruler" and rozmn "prince, ruler" (to give the more familiar Hebrew forms).
To be perfectly honest, however, most of the scholars who supported the position that Minoan is Semitic were Gordon's own students (M. C. Astour, D. Neiman, G. A. Rendsburg, R. Richard, J. M. Sasson, R. R. Stieglitz, and E. Yamauchi; for partial bibliography see Gordon 1971 :168 n. 32). Loyalty to one's mentor no doubt played a role here, but an equally important factor is the training that Gordon's disciples received. Gordon's unique view of the ancient world, with sightlines recognizing interconnections over large swaths of both time and place, was transmitted to his students in the classroom. Thus, when they became scholars in their own right, they were in a unique position both to understand Gordon's approach and to accept his conclusions.
Other scholars were less than accepting.4 Some researchers at least offered alternative views, looking typically to IndoEuropean, especially Hittite and other Anatolian languages, for the interpretation of Linear A. But others simply rejected the notion that Minoan was Semitic on the grounds that it simply could not be so. Many of these were the same individuals who rejected Gordon's contributions to the Homer and Bible question, so it was hardly surprising that they rejected the idea that the pre-Greek language of Crete was Semitic. Throughout all of this, however, it is important to keep in mind a crucial point. Those who rejected Gordon's position typically were scholars in the field of classics, with no training whatsoever in Semitic or other Near Eastern languages. The fact is that the average classicist knows Greek and Latin, but does not know any Semitic or other Near Eastern languages; whereas the average Semitist knows not only various Semitic languages, but also Greek and perhaps other languages such as Latin, Hittite, Sumerian, Egyptian, and so on. Thus, the classicists, and they typically were the ones rejecting the view that Minoan is Semitic, were in no position even to judge the matter.
The following story related by George Bass is illustrative:
The hostility goes deeper. I'm going to talk about this because we're too polite as scholars. I get very angry. Twenty years ago I sat next to a scholar who is an extremely well-known classical archaeologist-one of the best in the world-whose knowledge of Greek and German and any other language is pathetic. Although he is a good archaeologist, he can barely read any language other than English. To be fair, it is important to note that some scholars who do know Semitic, including some leading researchers in the field, also rejected Gordon's position. Their objection was that in Gordon's work on Linear A, some elements of Minoan link up with Canaanite (Ugaritic, Phoenician, Hebrew, etc.), some with Aramaic, some with Akkadian, and so on. Thus, Minoan could not be identified with any Semitic language, and therefore Gordon's interpretation was deemed a failure. The close-mindedness of this approach is readily apparent. This view was not a misrepresentation of the facts; it was perfectly correct that Minoan displayed isoglosses connecting it with different Semitic languages (see my earlier remarks on how Gordon himself had looked first at West Semitic, then at Akkadian, and then back to West Semitic). However, the truth is that any given Semitic language has isoglosses going in different directions connecting it to all other Semitic languages.
It is helpful to compare the approach taken by scholars regarding Eblaite. When this Semitic language first came to light in the 1970s, it was clear from the start that certain features of Eblaite showed an affinity with Akkadian, while at the same time other features of the language showed a close relationship with West Semitic. Scholars debated-and continue to debate--the position of Eblaite within Semitic, but no one denies that Eblaite is Semitic because it cannot be fitted neatly into our preexisting notions about the subdivisions of the language family. One hardly needed the discovery of Eblaite to demonstrate the weakness of the aforementioned argument regarding Minoan, but now that we have Eblaite before us, the contrast is bright. The greatest praise for Gordon' work on Minoan was forthcoming in a rather bizarre way. In 1972 Jan Best wrote of his acceptance of Gordon's decipherment of Minoan, calling Gordon "the first and most ardent advocate" of the Semitic identification of the language (Best 1972:13) . But in the years to follow Best produced a series of works in which he presented himself as the decipherer of Minoan as Semitic, with no reference whatsoever to Gordon's prior work (Best 1982) . Such academic dishonesty required a strong reproach, and I was happy to comply with a detailed review article of Best's monograph (Rendsburg 1982) . Gordon wrote a shorter piece (Gordon 1984) . I repeat here a sampling of what I wrote: the material presented is virtually the same as that published by Gordon, and yet Gordon's Minoan studies go uncited... [Best] repeats without acknowledgement material published by Gordon more than two decades ago...Clearly, Best's actions cannot be tolerated, least of all in the scholarly community which has brought to the modem world a better understanding of our classical, biblical, and Near Eastern heritages (Rendsburg 1982:79, 86, 87) .
My denunciation of Best was an absolute necessity, and
Biblical Archaeologist 59:1 (1996)I am glad that I took the initiative to pen it. Yet while his dishonesty needed to be denounced, Best's appropriation of Gordon's work represented praise of the highest type, albeit in a strange and of course most unprofessional manner.
The application of Minoan and Eteocretan to biblical studies merits our final attention. Obviously, as the least known of the Semitic languages, Minoan/Eteocretan cannot be expected to shed major light on problems confronting the biblical scholar. And yet occasionally small rays of light nevertheless shine forth. I include here a small sampling. Gordon (1966:27) noted that the use of ku-ro "all, total" at the end of Minoan administrative texts is paralleled by the use of k81 or hakk0l "all, total" at the end of several biblical lists (Joshua 12:24, Ezra 2:42). R. R. Stieglitz (1971) As a third example, I cite another of Gordon's observations. In the above cited Eteocretan phrase, the word for "man" is written EZ, as opposed to the expected i (compare ir "city"). Here then we have a parallel to the initial element in the name )e1bacal "Eshbaal" (1 Chronicles 8:33, 9:39), literally "Man-ofBaal," corresponding to the more familiar ibolet "Ishbosheth" (2 Samuel 2:8 etc.), literally "Man-of-Shame" (Gordon 1992:193 
